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Abstract: 
The study of impact of privatization on the financial performance of United Bank Limited 
(UBL) the authors studied the ten year data before the privatization and ten years data 
after the privatization. The secondary data was used and the data taken from the 
Financial Statements of UBL from 1992 to 2002 pre privatization and 2003 to 2012 post 
privatization. The method was used in research to evaluate the data “ratio analysis and 
trend analysis”. After the complete analysis of data the researcher are in the favor of 
after privatization which mean that the performance after privatization is better as 
compare to the before privatization of UBL. 
 INTRODUCTION 
The banks which also called the financial institution performing a good duty for 
the development of business in already develop and under the development countries. 
Every type of business need the help of banks or financial institutes and the banks are 
working hard for own customers to attract him for fulfillment the need of customers in 
this competition market. 
In the new and developing countries, beside the other issues, one is the important 
issue of strengthen the financial system. Good and modern financial system is very 
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important for satisfaction of the need of growth in economic by savings. These savings 
will help to use the sharing of different types of risk. In the work economy the new things 
are introduce that is removal of credit procedures allocation, reserve is minimum 
required, deregulation of entry.  The use of easy and cheap loan the source of foreign 
countries the domestic banks have right (Shirai, 2001). The basic and fundamental role 
and work of the financial institute is that they make the availability of the funds and the 
facility of credit to good sector and fast growth. The systems of banking focus on the 
good performance, the business power and also give support to the payments system. 
Every country government check the financial system of financial institute for this 
purpose that good performance of this sector, this checking of financial institutes made in 
privatize banks and in public banks also. (Barth, J.R., Caprio, G., R. Levin be, 2000). 
1.2 Privatization in Pakistan 
In Pakistan the process of privatization was bring under the work in Benazir 
Bhutto government in March, 1988. And for this purpose various policies were adopted. 
But in January 22, 1991 when the privation commission starts the work then actually 
privatization started. At the beginning the word privatization was only limited to the 
industrial but after the privatization started in energy and banking, airline, 
telecommunication, transportation etc. so the result indicates that 70 units were given in 
private ownership from 1991 to 1994. Then at the end of 1997 the total number of 
privatize units were 92 and this number increased to 121 at the end of 2004. In 12, 
August, 2006 the number more increases to 161 (Hakro and Akram, 2009). 
   For this study we took the United Bank Limited as a sample. This bank was 
established by Agha Hassan Abedi in 1959. This bank was nationalized In 1971 and on 
29, October, 2002 the United Bank Limited again privatized, and buy by the Bestway 
group and Abu Dhabi Group.  
1.3 The Background of Study 
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The study descriptions are showing the changes of privatization on the 
performance of the United Bank Limited. At the start all the institutions were 
nationalized but later on privatization start.  It was the nineties when privatizations start. 
First Muslim Commercial Bank was privatized and after this Allied Bank was privatized 
and then United Bank in the early years of this century.  A number of the skillful people 
have different ideas about the good performance of privatized banks against the 
nationalized banks. Because they of the opinion that due to privatization risk transfers to 
the private enterprises and due to this risk these enterprises are more responsive to 
complaints of customers and bring more and more innovations in the system. And the 
government has no concern with these institutions. Privatization causes the lowest prices, 
greater competition and this increases differentiation among the institutions. 
1.4 Problem Statement 
The research seeks “which one is more efficient Nationalization or Privatization, 
in the Unite Bank Ltd (UBL)”.  
1.5     Objective of Study 
The one objective of research is to review that whether the performance of a bank 
increase or decrease after the privatization. Describe as below: 
1. To study the financial performance of United Bank Limited (UBL) before 
privatization and after privatization financial ratios. 
 
 
 REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
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William L. Megginson and Jeffry M. Netter (2001) conduct the thirty eight studies 
on the before and after privatization of the development economy. The authors give the 
results that after privatization the firm performance is more better.  Ana Canhoto and 
Jean Dermine (2002)  study the European country performance from 1990 to 1996. The 
authors give the results that the operation of the banks in new system is better from old 
system. Jin Jia, Qian Sun, and and Wilson H.S Tong, (2003) the authors study the fifty 
three privatized firms of china which listed with Hong Kong Exchange, in this study the 
authors find that the privatization have no effect on the financial performance of the firm, 
this study was observed from 1993 to 2002. William L. Megginson, Robert C. Nash and 
Matthias van Randenborgh (2005) the authors say about the financial performance of the 
banks throughout the world analyze. The authors performed some experiments for 
analyzing the performance. So the finally authors shows that the privatization is improve 
the banks productivity but no in other sectors. Mohammed Omran (2007), the author 
studies the twelve Egyptian banks. In the study we can find the results that liquidity ratios 
degrease when the banks privatized. The author prove from his study that liquidity ratio 
have problem when the banks privatized which also same in the Pakistan.  Sana Mohsni 
and Isaac Otchere (2012) the authors studies the risk positions in the privatized and non-
privatized firms. The authors finally give the results that the position of risk in privatized 
sector is more as compare from the non-privatized firms. Nazir, Alam (2010) the author 
performed that study on operating efficiency of twenty eight commercial banks in 
Pakistan for five years period time which form 2003 to 2007 by using the new method 
DEA. The authors show the results in his research that the privatization is good for more 
nonperforming loan. The interest rate must be nominal when it increase the performance 
than you can increate the interest rate also  Lin and Shore (2011) in their paper conducted 
a joint analysis to examine the static, selection, and dynamic effects of ownership on 
bank performance in Taiwan before and after privatization.  The data was collected from 
thirty eight banks in Taiwan during the period from (1997 to 2010). The paper shows that 
there is an effect of large sized business and innovation business on the bank 
performance. 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This is research paper is write for study of United Bank Limited (UBL) financial 
performance after and before the privatization and show the different between the before 
and after privatization. For the analysis of this performance we can use many tools e.g 
horizontal & vertical analysis, Ratio and trend analysis and many more.  Also use 
statistical tools for good and perfect interpretation. In this study to analyze our data 
before and after the privatization we use the ratio analysis and compare these two period 
we the t distribution in which α = 0.05 and also used trend analysis. 
In this research we use the Descriptive Research Method as nature of study. The 
population for the research is United Bank Limited and takes the data five years before 
the privatization and ten years after the privatization. The approach used in this research 
is secondary data because the data take from the financial statement of the United Banks 
Limited from 1998 to 2012. The after 2004 is available on UBL website 
“www.ubldirect.com” and before data send by head office the UBL from Karachi.  
  
Data Analysis 
4.5 Comparison of Mean of United Bank Limited Before & After Privatization 
Table 4.5 United Bank Limited Comparisons of Means and the Value of P  
Variables  
Before-privatization After-privatization 
T P 
Mean Mean 
Current Ratio 1.56 1.159 -0.014 0.988 
Quick Ratio 0.322 1.1594 -4.115 0.002 
ROE -108.62 34.5191 -1.148 0.314 
ROA -0.594 1.8018 -1.526 0.201 
Net Profit Ratio -13.672 38.608 -1.560 0.193 
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Operating Profit Ratio 160.872 102.472 1.563 0.178 
Administrative Expense Ratio 149.572 64.587 2.800 0.048 
Debt to Assets 95.214 90.916 2.248 0.013 
Equity to Assets 4.764 7.916 -2.858 0.035 
Debt to Equity 38.928 14.730 1.072 0.343 
Fixed Assets to Equity  16.782 4.527 1.344 0.250 
Current Assets to Equity 8.562 9.157 -0.341 0.742 
Fixed Assets Turnover 0.048 0.162 -6.528 2.814 
Current Assets Turnover 0.058 0.096 -1.429 0.183 
Total Assets Turnover 0.106 0.259 -3.901 0.001 
 
The above table 4.5 indicates that the means of liquidity ratios as of current ratio 
increase from 1.56 to 1.59 times  but the value of the P is 0.988 so the result shows that 
Current Ration is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which 
is 0.05. It means that when we privatized an organization then it have no effect on 
performance of organization in Current Ratio. The means of liquidity ratios as of Quick 
Ratio increase from 0.322 to 1.159 times   and value of P is 0.002 so the result of Quick 
Ration is significant because the value of P is less from the value of α.  It means that 
when we privatize an organization then it have effect on the performance of organization 
in Quick Ratio. The means of Return on Equity ratios (ROE) increase from -108.62 to 
34.519 percent but the value of P is 0.314 so the result shows that Current Ration is 
insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It means 
that when we privatized an organization then it have no effect on performance of 
organization in Return on Equity Ratio. The means of Return on Asset ratios (ROA) 
increase from -0.594 to 1.801 percent but the value of P is 0.201 so the result shows that 
ROA is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It 
means that when we privatized an organization then it have no effect on performance of 
organization ROA in Profitability Ratio The means of Net Profit Ratio increase from -
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13.67 to 38.60 percent but the value of P is 0.193 so the result shows that Net Profit Ratio 
is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It 
means that when we privatized an organization then it have no effect on performance of 
organization in Net Profit Ratio in Profitability Ratio. The means of Operating Profit 
Ratio decrease from 160.87 to 102.47 percent and the value of P is 0.178 so the result 
shows that Operating Ratio is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the 
value α which is 0.05. It means that when we privatized an organization then it have no 
effect on performance of organization in Net Profit Ratio in Profitability Ratio. The 
means of Administrative Expanses Ratio decrease from 149.57 to 64.58 percent but the 
value of P is 0.048 so the result of Quick Ration is significant because the value of P is 
less from the value of α.  It means that when we privatize an organization then it have 
effect on the performance of organization in Administrative Expanses Ratios. The means 
of Debt to Asset Ratios decrease from 95.21 to 90.91 percent but the value of P is 0.013 
so the result of Quick Ration is significant because the value of P is less from the value of 
α.  It means that when we privatize an organization then it have effect on the performance 
of organization of Debt to Asset Ratios in the Debt Ratios. The means of Equity to Asset 
Ratios increase from 4.76 to 7.91 percent but the p-value is 0.035 so the result of Equity 
to Asset Ratios is significant because the (p value > α value) it mean that the privatization 
have effect on the financial performance of Equity to Asset Ratios in the Debt Ratios. 
The means of Debt to Equity Ratio decrease from 38.92 to 14.73 percent and the Value of 
P is 0.343 so the result shows that Debt to Equity Ratio is insignificant because the value 
of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It means that when we privatized an 
organization then it have no effect on performance of organization in the Debt Ratios. 
The means of Fixed Asset to Equity Ratio decrease from 16.78 to 4.52 percent and the 
value of is P is 0.250 so the result shows that Fixed Asset to Equity Ratio is insignificant 
because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It means that when we 
privatized an organization then it have no effect on performance of organization in Fixed 
Asset to Equity Ratios in the Debt Ratios. The means of Current Asset to Equity Ratios 
increase from 8.56 to 9.15 percent but the value of P is 0.742 so the result shows that 
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Current Asset to Equity Ratio is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the 
value α which is 0.05. It means that when we privatized an organization then it have no 
effect on performance of organization in Current Asset to Equity Ratios in the Debt 
Ratios. The means of Fixed Asset turnover Ratios increase from 0.048 to 0.162 percent 
and the value of P is 2.81 so the result shows that Fixed Asset turnover Ratio is 
insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It means 
that when we privatized an organization then it have no effect on performance of 
organization in Fixed Asset turnover Ratios in the Debt Ratios. The means of Current 
Asset turnover Ratios increase from 0.058 to 0.098 percent and the value of P is 0.183 so 
the result shows that Current Asset turnover Ration is insignificant because the value of P 
must be less than the value α which is 0.05. It means that when we privatized an 
organization then it have no effect on performance of organization in Current Asset 
turnover Ratios in the Debt Ratios. The means of Total Asset turnover Ratios increase 
from 0.106 to 0.259 percent and also the value of P is 0.001so the result of Total Asset 
turnover Ratios is significant because the value of P is greater than the value of α. it mean 
that the privatization have effect on the financial performance of Total Asset turnover 
Ratios in the Debt Ratios. If the value of P is less than from the value of α then we reject 
our null hypothesis and accept the alternative hypothesis on the other side if the value of 
P is greater than from the value of α then we reject our null hypothesis. The above results 
of the UBL in before and after privatization with statistical tool apply by Value of P same 
to previous study of a researcher name Molefi Kete Asante in 1998 in which the result 
shows by author that the performance of organizations better in after the privatization but 
the statically result not in better way after the privatization. 
Trend Analysis of UBL 
Table 4.6 Trend Analysis UBL in Liquidity Ratios in Before and After 
Privatization  
Years/Ratios 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Current 
Ratios Time 
0.74 1.27 1.37 1.27 1.13 2.17 2.14 0.80 0.90 0.93 1.79 0.68 0.58 0.55 0.96 
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LIQUIDITY RATIO
0
0.5
1
1.5
2
2.5
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014
Current Ratios T* Quick Ratios T*
Quick 
Ratios Time 
0.18 0.34 0.30 0.37 0.42 0.44 0.47 0.16 0.19 0.16 0.27 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.19 
Data take from the financial statements of United Bank Limited  
 
Figure 4.1:  Trend analysis graph in Liquidity Ratios of UBL 
 In the trend analysis graph shows the liquidity ratio analysis of UBL in the current 
ratio the graph is going to the upside in the after privatization without the results of 2010 
and 2011. And in the graph of the Quick Ratios is not good because the in after 
privatization the graph is goes to down side which is shows that in quick ratio the 
privatization is not good. The above graph overall position shows that the privatization is 
not good. And the performance is better before the privatization.    
Years/Ratios 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
ROE Ratio 
percentage 
37.69 6.30 7.57 (604.74) 11.76 18.09 19.71 25.41 31.70 19.80 39.8 54.06 49.85 55.39 31.38 
ROA Ratio 
Percentage 
2.17 0.32 0.42 (4.64) 0.76 1.25 1.35 1.72 2.23 1.58 4 1.7 1.21 1.34 1.64 
Net Profit 
Ratio 
percentage 
177.73 18.33 18.15 (147.77) 24.75 38.40 48.60 42.44 45.37 34.86 38.29 32.82 34.17 36.04 35.10 
Operating 
Profit Ratio 
percentage 
260.08 211.27 54.78 131.28 146.98 159.69 156.76 127.00 122.19 110.66 92.78 58.45 52.13 51.91 93.16 
Admin Exp 
Ratio 
255.51 163.32 140.36 90.10 99.47 90.47 93.45 57.92 52.49 55.66 33.72 50.42 52.08 53.97 58.72 
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 Table 4.6 Trend Analysis UBL in Profitability Ratios in Before and After 
Privatization 
 
Figure 4.2: Trend analysis graph in Profitability Ratios of UBL 
 The above curve of the Profitability Ratio shows the position of UBL before and 
after privatization graphically. In which the graph of ROE Ratio goes to negative side in 
2001 in before privatization. The graph of ROA ratio has no change in before and after 
the privatization. The graph of net profit ratio shows the changes to upside. The graph of 
operating profit ratio is going to decrease side in after the privatization. The graph of 
administrative expenses is shows the down side in after the privation which is a good 
well for the firm. The overall performance United Bank Limited shows the position in 
after privatization is not good as compare to before privatization.  
Table 4.7 Trend Analysis UBL in Debt Ratios in Before and After Privatization  
Years/Ratios 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Debt to 
Assets Ratio 
percent 
94.21 94.80 94.32 99.23 93.51 93.09 93.13 93.22 92.94 92.00 92.75 90.16 90.20 89.01 82.65 
Equity to 5.78 5.20 5.67 0.76 6.48 6.90 6.86 6.77 7.05 8.00 7.24 9.83 9.29 10.07 7.20 
percentage 
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Debte Ratio
0
20
40
60
80
100
120
140
1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014
Debt to Assets Ratio % Equity to Assets Ratio % 
Debt to Equity Ratio T* Fixed Assets to Equity Ratio T*
Current liabilities to Equity Ratio T*
Assets Ratio 
percent 
Debt to 
Equity Ratio 
Time  
16.30 18.21 16.63 129.08 14.42 13.47 13.56 13.75 13.17 11.50 15.13 17.34 18.04 17.95 13.39 
Fixed Assets 
to Equity 
Ratio Time 
6.55 8.41 7.69 53.21 8.05 3.23 4.82 4.70 4.43 4.01 4.07 4.35 5.33 6.13 4.12 
Current 
liabilities to 
Equity Ratio 
Time 
14.43 8.48 7.23 60.20 6.47 5.16 4.54 12.61 10.75 9.04 12.79 9.16 9.20 10.00 8.33 
Data take from the financial statements of United Bank Limited  
Figure 4.3: Debt Ratios of United Bank Limited 
 
  
The above curve of the Debt Ratio shows the position of UBL before and after 
privatization graphically. In which the graph of Debt to equity current liabilities to equity, 
equity to asset ratio and fixed asset to equity ratio is going on the same way in which no 
positive change shows after the privatization. The graph of Debt to asset ratio shows the 
more changes is the after privatization.  
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Table 4.8 Trend Analysis of Activity Ratios of United Bank Limited in Pre and         
Post Privatization 
Years/Ratios 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
Fixed Assets 
T/O Ratio 
time 
0.03 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.14 0.08 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.13 0.22 0.24 0.15 
Current 
Assets T/O 
Ratio time 
0.01 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.14 0.10 0.17 0.21 0.09 
Total Assets 
T/O Ratio 
time 
0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.30 0.33 0.39 0.45 0.24 
Data take from the financial statements of United Bank Limited  
 
Figure 4.4: Activity Ratios of UBL 
 In the Curve of activity Ratio of UBL the all three ration which Fixed Assets 
turnover , Current Assets turnover and total assets turnover ratio is going to the upside 
which shows that after the privatization the activity ratio result is good as compare to the 
before privatization.  
Conclusion  
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 United Bank Limited (UBL) financial performance analysis is contain four 
groups in which sixteen types of Ratios performed the Current Ratio of the bank is going 
to increase which mean that the UBL is improving for the payments of its short term debt 
from the current Assets, Quick Ratio of UBL is increases which means that the UBL is 
improving in assets which is in cash or easily convert to cash from current assets. Return 
on Equity Ratio is increase means that the UBL have large gains from the its equity, 
Return on Asset Ratio is going to increase which means that UBL receive large amount 
from the UBL which contribute in the total assets. Net Profit Ratio going to increase 
which is mean that UBL is large earning from its sale. Equity to Assets Ratio is going to 
increase which means that the UBL large part of debt is in the Assets. Current Assets to 
Equity Ratios is going to increase which means that UBL is in bed position because the 
current liabilities will be pay back in short time, Fixed Assets Turnover Ratio is going to 
increase means the UBL is converting its fixed assets more time in one financial year. 
Current Assets Turnover Ratios is going to increase side which means that UBL is easily 
changing its current asset in to sale. Total Asset Turnover Ratio is going to increase 
which means that UBL have the ability to easily convert is Total asset in to sale. The 
means of liquidity ratios as of Quick Ratio increase from 0.322 to 1.159 times   and value 
of P is 0.002 so the result of Quick Ration is significant because the value of P is less 
from the value of α.  The means of Return on Equity ratios (ROE) increase from -108.62 
to 34.519 percent but the value of P is 0.314 so the result shows that Current Ration is 
insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. The 
means of Return on Asset ratios (ROA) increase from -0.594 to 1.801 percent but the 
value of P is 0.201 so the result shows that ROA is insignificant because the value of P 
must be less than the value α which is 0.05. The means of Net Profit Ratio increase from 
-13.67 to 38.60 percent but the value of P is 0.193 so the result shows that Net Profit 
Ratio is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. 
The means of Operating Profit Ratio decrease from 160.87 to 102.47 percent and the 
value of P is 0.178 so the result shows that Operating Ratio is insignificant because the 
value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. The means of Administrative 
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Expanses Ratio decrease from 149.57 to 64.58 percent but the value of P is 0.048 so the 
result of Quick Ration is significant because the value of P is less from the value of α.  
The means of Debt to Asset Ratios decrease from 95.21 to 90.91 percent but the value of 
P is 0.013 so the result of Quick Ration is significant because the value of P is less from 
the value of α.  The means of Equity to Asset Ratios increase from 4.76 to 7.91 percent 
but the p-value is 0.035 so the result of Equity to Asset Ratios is significant because the 
(p value > α value) The means of Debt to Equity Ratio decrease from 38.92 to 14.73 percent 
and the Value of P is 0.343 so the result shows that Debt to Equity Ratio is insignificant 
because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. The means of Fixed 
Asset to Equity Ratio decrease from 16.78 to 4.52 percent and the value of is P is 0.250 
so the result shows that Fixed Asset to Equity Ratio is insignificant because the value of 
P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. The means of Current Asset to Equity 
Ratios increase from 8.56 to 9.15 percent but the value of P is 0.742 so the result shows 
that Current Asset to Equity Ratio is insignificant because the value of P must be less 
than the value α which is 0.05. The means of Fixed Asset turnover Ratios increase from 
0.048 to 0.162 percent and the value of P is 2.81 so the result shows that Fixed Asset 
turnover Ratio is insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which 
is 0.05. The means of Current Asset turnover Ratios increase from 0.058 to 0.098 percent 
and the value of P is 0.183 so the result shows that Current Asset turnover Ration is 
insignificant because the value of P must be less than the value α which is 0.05. The 
means of Total Asset turnover Ratios increase from 0.106 to 0.259 percent and also the 
value of P is 0.001so the result of Total Asset turnover Ratios is significant because the 
value of P is greater than the value of α.  
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